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1. Introduction

During several meetings this year the WLAN drafting group of SA2 has been discussing the different tunnelling options for scenario 3. SA2 have been asked to come up with a decision on which tunnelling option to document by September 2003, otherwise a description of the different options should be provided to SA in order to let SA decide.

The possible options have been provided to the Sophia Antipolis meeting of SA2 in S2-032363 presented by Orange.  In this document, the End to end tunnelling option and the tunnel switching options are carefully outlined and a compromise solutions is also proposed.

In the Sophia Antipolis meeting the chairman said that in the Brussels meeting he would be willing to hold a vote if no compromise or decision can be found. 

It is clear that if SA2 cannot clarify the situation this time, SA plenary will have to take time to attempt to resolve this issue. If they fail, it is quite possible that scenario 3 will not appear in release 6.

2. The compromise

Without repeating the details of the options here, (see S2-032363 sections 2 and 3) it is clear that the proposers of each of the alternatives are convinced that the functionality they describe is essential. 

The document from Orange proposes a compromise solution. 

This proposal was made during the Sophia Antipolis meeting to allow the WLAN drafting group to reach a consensus.

No major problems were found during the drafting group discussions but delegates asked for time to consider this at length in their home organisations

The aim of the proposal  (s2-032354) was to make it possible for the VPLMN itself  to decide to support tunnel switching or not. 

It is noted that the UE behaves in exactly the same way, independent of the option chosen by the VPLMN.

3. The way forward

Although a vote in Brussels might give a feeling that one solution had ‘won’ the argument, it would leave a problem for the ‘loser’ to try to ensure that the functionality required by the supporting group of companies was present somewhere.

It would be a much better solution for a compromise to be adopted, which would allow the VPLMN to decide which option to implement. The UE in this proposal would adopt the same behaviour in either case making the implementation transparent to the roaming subscriber.

This would make the way clear to complete the documentation of release 6 functionality including that for scenario 3.

































































































